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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Gregory Sean Henry appeals from the judgment entered against

him after his guilty pleato conspiracy to distribute cocaine base in
violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 846 (West 1999). The court sentenced
Henry to a 408-month term of imprisonment. On appeal, Henry
argues that the court should not have relied upon portions of thetrial
transcript of one of his co-conspirators, Harold Wooten; that the court
erred in denying his motion to call witnesses at the sentencing hear-
ing; and the court erred in applying enhancements for Henry'srolein
the offense for being a supervisor or organizer and for possession of
a dangerous weapon. Finding no error, we affirm.

First, Henry argues that the court erred in allowing testimony of an
FBI agent who testified to information given to him by cooperating
witnesses because the testimony should have been suppressed on the
ground that some of the withesses were allegedly offered leniency for
their testimony in violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 201(c)(2) (West Supp.
1999), which prohibits a person from offering anything of valuein
exchange for testimony. This argument was definitively rejected by
this court in United Statesv. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192 (4th Cir.
1999).

Next, Henry argues that the court refused to allow him to present
witnesses at the sentencing hearing. The record reflects that defense
counsel made the request on the day of the hearing. Defense counsel
had notice that the Government would be relying upon portions of the
trial transcript of one of his co-conspirators and had ample opportu-
nity to move to present witnesses prior to the day of the sentencing
hearing. Further, defense counsel did not present any evidence of
prejudice resulting from his inability to present witnesses. Therefore,
we find that the district court did not abuse its discretion in its deci-
sion. See Ungar v. Sarefite, 376 U.S. 575, 589 (1964); United States
v. LaRouche, 896 F.2d 815, 823 (4th Cir. 1990).

Finally, Henry objectsto the district court's application of offense
level enhancements under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual
§ 3B1.1(a) (1998) for being an organizer or leader of acriminal activ-
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ity that involved five or more persons or was otherwise extensive, and
under § 2D1.1(b)(1) for possession of a dangerous weapon. We find
that the district court did not clearly err in applying these enhance-
ments and affirm on the reasoning of the district court. (See JA. at
38-39, 45-46.)

We therefore affirm the judgment. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
meaterials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



